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LONG - TERM TRENDS IN FARM LAND PRICES 
URING the 37 years covered by our charts on farm values by States, * 
the average value of farms in the United States has risen from 1915 to 
1920, has fallen until the early thirties, and has then risen again, with 


only minor interruptions, until the present time. This is shown by the chart 
below. 


While this is the over-all picture, farm land values in individual States have 
shown great variations from this general pattern. In order to evaluate farm value 
trends by States, a new series of index numbers was computed and is charted in 
this report. These index numbers evaluate the changes in farm land prices in 

(cont. on page 206) 














*Agricultural Bulletin, January 23, 1952; Volume XXI, Number 2; published by 
Roy Wenzlick &Co., St. Louis. 
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(cont. from page 199) 

each State in comparison with the average fluctuations in all States. The relation- 
ship which existed in 1915 in each State to the average of the United States is con- 
sidered as 100. Had the farm lands in any given State fluctuated in value in exact 
proportion to the fluctuations in the average of the United States, the index numbers 
from 1915 to the present for that State would all equal 100, and the chart for that 
State would show a straight horizontal line from 1915 to the present, indicating 
that the State had neither lost nor gained in comparison with the average losses or 
gains in the United States. 


A glance at the 48 charts in this report will show how divergent the experience 
of the various States has been. The first two States, listed alphabetically, are 
good examples. It will be seen immediately that farm lands in Alabama have 
risen faster than they have throughout the United States, but that farm lands in 
Arizona, in contrast, are now selling for only 20% as much as they would sell 
for had the fluctuations of land values in Arizona been identical with the fluctua- 
tions of land values in the United States. 


It is quite difficult to evaluate all of the forces which are responsible for the 
rise or fall of farm land values in different localities. Much of the answer might 
be found in such things as a dropping water table and soil erosion on the one hand, 
and irrigation and intensive cultivation on the other. As a general thing, however, 
the average mortgage lender lending on agricultural lands will prefer to place his 


loans in territories where the long-term trend of farm land prices has equaled 
or bettered the national average. This does not mean that many excellent loans 
will not be made in States making a relatively poor showing on these charts. It 
should be remembered that State boundaries are artificial limits, and quite fre- 
quently vary materially from those of homogeneous economic areas. It may be 
that a State showing relatively poorly on our charts is brought down by certain 
portions of the State, while other portions of the State may be making an excellent 
Showing. We wish that similar charts could be drawn by counties, but as there 
are 3, 103 counties in the United States, the number of charts to be drawn would 
be too cumbersome for popular presentation. We are endeavoring, however, to 
work out index numbers which can be used in connection with these State averages. 











